A substantial body of comparative legal scholarship considers statements applicable to large, conceptually infinite numbers of countries. Such statements gain in credibility if they are supported by evidence from large samples of countries. Processing such vast evidence requires quantitative methods. Designing the requisite numerical measures of law is not straightforward, but an important insight from statistics suggests that this problem can be overcome by appropriate research design. While in practice considering more countries comes at the expense of less information per country, on balance large sample, quantitative research designs promise to yield interesting insights for comparative law. 
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The typical study collects some numerical measure of legal rules in a large number of countries (up to 129), and quantitatively analyzes the measure's correlation with economic outcomes on the one side, and with potential determinants of legal rules on the other. 2 These studies have been enormously successful in economics and policy-making circles: 3 The main articles are among the most cited works in economics of the last decade; the indicators have been used in countless follow-up articles; and the World Bank's Doing Business unit handled and now continues much of the data collection.
We comparative lawyers have mostly ignored or criticized the economists' work. 4 I myself have devoted considerable energy to demonstrating that some of the economists' key results were artifacts of measurement error in their data. 5 Yet I shall argue here that, properly applied, the method of LSQRD promises to be quite useful for comparative law. Comparative lawyers can also render a service to other disciplines by injecting their expertise into studies of this kind.
To be able to cover dozens of countries, LSQRD often collect a narrower set of information from each country than typical qualitative studies, and always less than if all the researcher's energy had been directed at only one or two countries. In particular, LSQRD may focus on a more narrowly defined subset of legal rules, ignore more extralegal aspects, and/or consider only one point in time. In and of itself, this loss of information is hardly desirable. LSQRD may more than make up for it, however, by increasing the amount of information in the cross-country dimension, and by the different analyses that this increase makes possible. Whether LSQRD are on balance informative will depend on the research question, the obtainable information, and on the ingenuity of the researcher. Usually, neither LSQRD nor the classical, qualitative approach will be (2008) . 4 See the description of the panel for which these remarks were written: "Much of this research runs directly counter to current comparative law scholarship . . . unambiguously superior. Rather, they will shed light on the same issue from different angles.
Of course, LSQRD are not suitable for all types of research questions. 6 Large samples of countries are informative only if the research question actually applies to large numbers of countries. This is not the case for many important research questions in comparative law, such as attempts to understand particular foreign legal systems.
7 As I will illustrate in section I, however, much comparative law scholarship explicitly or implicitly studies theories about social phenomena that are supposed to hold true in a large and conceptually unlimited number of countries. While particular countries may serve as a prism through which to study such theories, there is no a priori reason to limit the analysis to these particular countries. On the contrary, large samples are the natural testing ground for any theory that is supposed to hold true in a large number of jurisdictions, as I discuss in section II. In section III, I go on to argue that quantitative methods are the only way to process what would otherwise be overwhelming amounts of information from large samples.
Consequently, I have little doubt that LSQRD are in principle desirable in comparative law. The real question is whether they can be implemented in practice, i.e., whether it is possible at reasonable cost to construct measures of the relevant phenomena that are sufficiently meaningful to generate convincing results. While some of the economists' early studies may not have reached that target in many comparatists' eyes, 8 the latest, much more sophisticated work is more persuasive.
9 Ultimately, the proof of the pudding will be in the eating for each individual study. In section IV, I review some research design features that, together with an important insight from statistics, suggest that the measurement problems will often be manageable. Briefly stated, the statistical insight is that imperfect measures can be satisfactory because in large samples, random measurement error will usually cancel out.
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The argument pertaining to measurement error is part of a broader point about the proper criterion for evaluating research designs. The proper criterion is not the maximization of descriptive accuracy and detail, but whether the method can detect interesting connections in the overabundance of available information. To be able to say something useful, research designs must disregard irrelevant or tangential information, and they may tolerate minor inaccuracies if these inaccuracies do not interfere with the main point and if correcting them is not worth the effort. 11 In principle, this is true even for the thickest of "thick descriptions." LSQRD only make the point more obvious through their focus on large numbers of countries at the expense of the amount of detail per country. Whether this focus of LSQRD is informative must be judged for each individual study and depends to some extent on one's prior conceptions of the world. Many sophisticated views of the world stress the importance of subtle details and hence lead to skepticism about the possibility of detecting interesting connections from the bird's eye perspective of most LSQRD.
12 At the same time, the importance of subtle details should also induce skepticism about our ability to discern the relevant factors in analyzing small numbers of countries, and therefore only reinforces the importance of large samples that I discuss in section II. Moreover, while LSQRD may not reveal the subtle mechanisms underlying certain connections, they can at least verify or detect the connections' existence.
In this essay, I am only concerned with the abstract merits and limitations of LSQRD for comparative law. There are a number of related questions that should be clearly distinguished.
First, LSQRD are more than numerical measurement. Some, like the World Bank, also use numerical measures of individual countries' legal systems for comparisons to one another (rankings) or to some benchmark (benchmarking). While these may be done for large numbers of countries, the relevant comparisons are always pairwise, and the large sample is not essential. By contrast, as I explained above, the potential strength of LSQRD comes from their ability to extract information from large samples. I also mentioned that some simplification involved in measurement may be acceptable in LSQRD if and because it is outweighed by the additional complexity afforded by large samples, and because random measurement error cancels out in large samples. Rankings and benchmarking do not offer this countervailing benefit and hence place much higher demands on the quality of measurement.
Second, LSQRD are distinct from the "legal origins theory" with which they are usually associated in comparative law. 13 Applications of LSQRD outside the "legal origins" mold pervade (comparative) sociology, political science, and economics, 14 15 In fact, LSQRD have also been used to criticize the "legal origins theory." 16 My only point about the "legal origins" debate in this paper is that we should neither disregard evidence merely because it comes in an unusual (quantitative) format, nor dismiss an entire method because individual results may have been erroneous or misinterpreted. 17 Finally, LSQRD are not the only field for fruitful cooperation between economics and comparative law. 18 Economic models can elucidate the likely effect of legal rules and thereby facilitate the application of the functional method in comparative law. Inversely, comparative evidence can challenge theoretically derived conclusions regarding the optimality or even necessity of certain domestic legal arrangements. Quantitative evidence from domestic data can provide important information for otherwise intractable comparative questions.
19 And so on. 17 For an extended argument that two key results of the "legal origins" literature were artifacts of measurement error, see Spamann, supra note 5. For an attempt to reconcile the economists' remaining findings of differences between common and civil law countries with many comparative lawyers' belief that there are nowadays few if any relevant intrinsic differences between common and civil law, 26 that contracts tend to be shorter if good faith standards limit the payoff from, and hence the incentive to insert, one-sided terms hidden in complex contracts; 27 and that economic analysis of law tends to prosper in legal academic settings that have moved beyond legal doctrinalism and are open to utilitarian thought. 28 Such theories claim general applicability and are not limited to the countries that prompted the investigation.
I. Statements about Large Numbers of Countries in Comparative Law
29 This is not a coincidence but inherent in comparison (as opposed to understanding/analyzing each country on its own terms). For example, the logic of the comparative legal studies cited above is a but-for argument: if only country A but not country B experienced phenomenon X, it is because only country A but not country B had feature Y. An argument of this sort implies that a general relationship of the form "Y entails X" holds in both countries A and B. If this is so, however, there is no principled reason why the relationship should not also hold in countries C, D, E, etc. Of course, the postulated theory may only apply to certain types of countries, such as countries of a comparable level of development or form of government. And a researcher may legitimately judge that the detailed analysis of two countries will yield more insight than the less detailed analysis of a large number of countries. But the key point is that the underlying theory is not limited to two particular countries, even if the researcher chooses these two as a prism through which to investigate the theory. Besides, generalizing beyond the observations under study is necessary if we want the experience of some countries to inform policy choices in another. In the example above, to harness the experience of countries A and B for the benefit of country C requires a theory going beyond countries A and B.
30 This is not an argument for "one size fits all" policy recommendations, 31 or for pretentious theories claiming certain knowledge of the world. Theories can be about the process of policy-making rather than the content of the resulting regulation. 32 Theories can explicitly or implicitly incorporate local context, yielding different policy recommendations for different settings. Theories can be limited to explaining a part of the relevant variation and hence be open to overriding considerations. And credible theories in the comparative context will be probabilistic rather than deterministic (see section III below). But unless the theories dare to generalize something, they cannot bridge the gap between the observations that form the basis of our knowledge and the new country, time period, etc., for which we want to use that knowledge.
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II.
The Case for Large Samples When a statement explicitly or implicitly applies to large numbers of countries, large samples are the natural source of evidence to support the statement. Evidence from only one or two countries is unlikely to convince the skeptic that the evidence is representative of the larger group to which the statement applies. This is not an abstract, philosophical concern. There is considerable danger, documented in other disciplines, that the properties of a few salient observations are erroneously taken as representative of some larger group. 34 Worse, researchers may consciously or unconsciously seek out precisely those observations that fit their theory.
35
Such selection bias almost inevitably arises if the observations under study are the very 30 Even if we only wanted past experience in countries A and B to inform future policy choices in these two countries, we would need a theory going beyond the past experiences of countries A and B-and again, there would be no principled reason why a theory should link past experience of A to future events in B but not C. 31 ., forthcoming) (emphasizing the need for empirical results to be generalizable to other settings, while advocating a country-specific, diagnostic approach to development policy that "does not imply absence of theory. The only meaningful way in which one can sift through the evidence-or indeed know what kind of evidence to look for-is through the prism provided by clearly articulated frames."). 34 On the detrimental effects of this phenomenon for theory development in comparative politics, see, e.g., BARBARA GEDDES, PARADIGMS AND SAND CASTLES -THEORY BUILDING AND observations that inspire the theory. 36 An obvious example of such an error in comparative law would be to take unique features of the contemporary United States, such as the heavy use of class actions and the civil jury, as representative of contemporary common law jurisdictions in general. We avoid such errors by considering more observations from the class of countries to which the statement purports to apply ("common law jurisdictions").
In addition, evidence from only a handful of countries will often not be conclusive on its own terms. The fewer observations, the more theories will be able to "explain" the observed pattern. To rule out more theories, or to assess their relative importance, requires more observations (countries) exhibiting different combinations of possible explanatory factors.
III.
The Necessity of Quantitative Methods The analysis of information from large samples almost inevitably requires quantitative methods. Perhaps the best evidence for this is that large collections of comparative legal information, such as Abel's and Lewis's impressive collection on the role of lawyers in society, have hardly been utilized in classical comparative law. 37 There are two reasons why qualitative methods alone cannot fully exploit the richness of such collections.
The first reason is that most relevant hypotheses will be probabilistic ("tend to," "more likely," etc.), and hence their verification requires the calculation of averages from the data-a quantitative operation, albeit a very basic one. 38 By contrast, if the relevant hypotheses were deterministic, we would only need to check if they are contradicted by some individual observation, and we might be able to do that by a "manual" review of the available information. 39 Unfortunately, we do not understand the world well enough to formulate credible deterministic answers to the type of questions I discussed in section I. Probabilistic knowledge is usually the most we can hope to achieve. Take, for example, the question investigated by the economists' first application of LSQRD in comparative law: does legal investor protection, particularly on-the-books investor protection, foster financial market development? 40 Financial market development in the United Kingdom up to the middle of the twentieth century arguably shows that such protection is not 36 See, e.g., KING ET AL., supra note 14, at 20-21. 37 By August 22, 2009, LAWYERS IN SOCIETY (3 vols., Richard L. Abel & Philip S.C. Lewis eds., 1988-89) had been cited only two times in the American Journal of Comparative Law (Lexis search for "Abel w/s Lewis w/s "lawyers in society""). Also cf. Merryman, supra note 1 (lamenting that the wealth of data assembled in the SLADE project was never analyzed), and Vagts, supra note 6, at 596 (noting that the Encyclopedia of Comparative Law's volume on Business Associations has received little attention). 38 It is possible, however, that a particular observation seems so strongly determined by a probabilistic theory (i.e., the observation is the theory's ideal scenario) that a failure of the theory's prediction for this observation would considerably reduce our confidence in the theory, see necessary, 41 and failure of such development in Russia after adoption of new investor protection rules in the mid-1990s arguably shows that it is not sufficient.
42 And yet, few would conclude from these observations that legal investor protection on-the-books is irrelevant for financial market development. It may still be the case that financial markets on average prosper more when investor protection on the books is better, and this might be useful information for a policy maker deciding how many resources to allocate to improving such rules. Provided we can measure such investor protection (see the following section IV), we could then start the analysis by calculating whether countries with good investor protection on average have more developed financial markets.
This example also illustrates the second, even more important reason for the use of quantitative methods: simultaneously to keep in play for dozens of countries various relevant factors that come in shades of grey rather than only black and white. In the example above, we would not only want to know whether on-the-books investor protection is on average helpful for financial markets, but by how much. After all, there are not just protective and unprotective rules, or developed and undeveloped markets, but varying degrees of protection and development. Moreover, there are many other factors that presumably have a bearing on financial market development, such as a country's general level of development, its distribution of wealth, or its accounting rules, and we want to distinguish the effects of these factors from those of on-the-books investor protection. To detect even simple relationships between these various non-binary factors in dozens of countries is more than the human brain can handle unassisted. To detect and assess patterns in such data-to distill the useful from the excess of information available-we need quantitative methods.
Quantitative methods do not perform magic. The principal tool for the analysis of comparative data, linear regression, estimates partial correlations, and provides measures of the precision of the estimates (partial correlations are correlations between two variables after removing the part that is correlated with, and hence potentially accounted for by one or more other variables 43 ). While regression and other statistical techniques can establish causation under certain assumptions, 44 these assumptions will rarely if ever be convincing for comparative data. estimated by LSQRD need to be supplemented with other theoretical and empirical insights, including, of course, those of qualitative studies.
IV.
Measuring Law? The discussion so far has presupposed that the requisite data to operationalize quantitative methods in comparative law exist, or at least can be created in the future. In reality, the possibility of creating sensible numerical measures of legal concepts is highly controversial. Attempts to measure law in the "legal origins" literature and the World Bank's Doing Business project are considered a major innovation by some and a major foolishness by others. 46 The critics might agree that "when you cannot express it in numbers, your knowledge is of a meagre and unsatisfactory kind," 47 but point out that it is better to have such "meagre and unsatisfactory" knowledge than to have no knowledge at all disguised in meaningless numbers.
The complexity of law in general, and the difficulties of ascertaining foreign law in particular, certainly suggest that creating comparative measurements of law is not easy. But other disciplines, particularly the social sciences, operate with similarly complex concepts (e.g., culture; welfare policies), and yet the usefulness of quantitative methods is not disputed in those fields (even though there is considerable disagreement regarding the appropriate balance between quantitative and qualitative work). 48 If the experience of those other disciplines is any guide, we almost surely stand to gain by increasing the use of quantitative methods in comparative law. There are several ways of dealing with the measurement problem:
First, depending on the research question, it may be possible to use an indirect quantitative assessment of legal institutions and thereby to circumvent direct measurement of law. For example, to study the importance of public securities law enforcement for stock market development, it is possible to look at the budget of public securities regulators rather than the rules governing the regulators' powers and composition. 49 Similarly, instead of attempting to gauge minority investor protection from on-the-book legal rules and perhaps information about their enforcement, we may be able to use some financial indicator that we believe to be a direct function of minority investor protection, such as the discount on minority shares compared to control block trades. 50 Second, even direct measurement of law need not be complicated. For example, comparative lawyers have been interested in the effects of contingency fees. 51 Whether they are allowed or not and, if so, under which conditions, would be relatively easy to determine and to encode into simple, possibly binary variables. 52 Third, more complex legal arrangements can often be summarized by one or more pertinent intermediate outcomes. For example, the quality of bankruptcy law can be measured by recording bankruptcy duration and recovery rates for a well-defined set of facts.
53 Such data are comparable across countries and able to account for all interactions of legal rules within the data's domain. In particular, they integrate substantive law and enforcement. This approach is similar to the common core (or Trento) project approach in comparative law, in that it also focuses on the respective legal systems' ultimate treatment of particular fact patterns rather than on abstract rules. At the same time, the common core studies tend to explore more varied fact patterns and more basic outcomes, suggesting that comparative lawyers could have much to add to quantitative comparative legal studies in the future.
Crucially, statistics teaches us that numerical measures need not be perfect to obtain unbiased results, as long as the imperfections are not correlated with a variable of interest. 54 The simple intuition is that random errors usually cancel out in large samples. Standardized test scores, such as SAT or GRE scores, can illustrate the point. For any given student, the score will be influenced not only by the ability that the test attempts to measure, but also by physical well-being on the day of the test, ease with taking standardized tests, and sheer luck. Moreover, it may be the case that the concept of ultimate interest, say "intelligence," is richer than the ability measured by the test, and that even though the measured and unmeasured components tend to go together, one or the other may be relatively more pronounced for some individual. Thus we should hesitate to compare two students based only on their respective test scores. We need to hesitate much less, however, to compare two groups based on their average scores, and the larger the groups, the less we need to hesitate. After all, both groups are likely to include students that are ill, uneasy, or unlucky, or whose "intelligence" is not well represented by the tested ability, and the larger the groups, the more likely they do so in equal proportions. This evaluation would change only if we had reason to believe that disturbing factors did not affect the groups equally, for example if fire alarms went off repeatedly the night before the test in the dormitory of only one of the groups. Consequently, LSQRD can often content themselves with rough numerical measures that would be much too coarse for the comparison of only two countries. A particularly important corollary is that recording the treatment of a few standardized fact patterns may be sufficient to measure an entire area of law for purposes of LSQRD. All that is required is that the treatment of these particular fact patterns is indicative of countries' remaining law in the area, and that there is no group of countries identifiable by the other variables of interest for which the scenarios are particularly unrepresentative. For example, depending on the research question, it may be possible to derive a satisfactory measurement of the speed and cost of civil procedure in general from data on the speed and cost of civil procedure in only a few typical cases, such as a simple contract dispute and a simple tort case (e.g., a traffic accident). This considerably reduces the effort required to measure law for LSQRD.
I do not claim that the quality of measurement is irrelevant for LSQRD. First, while random errors would surely cancel out in an infinite sample, they will not fully cancel out in a finite sample-and the smaller the sample and the larger the individual errors, the greater the remaining aggregate error is likely to be. In the test score example above, the two groups are probably roughly equally affected by random illness, unease, or bad luck, but this is not certain, especially if the groups are small. Second, random measurement error tends to make the relationship between two variables appear weaker than it really is, even if it does not erroneously suggest either a negative or a positive relationship. 55 For example, if one explored the relationship between temperature and the likelihood of water freezing with temperature measurements that are randomly 10 degrees too high or too low, one would still find that freezing is more likely in low temperatures, but one would erroneously find some positive probability of freezing above 0°C and of not freezing below 0°C.
Reliable measurement requires considerable care and resources. To derive its Doing Business indicators, the World Bank employs dozens of dedicated staff and collects information from thousands of lawyers around the world. 56 This seems necessary because the key results of less elaborate early studies turned out to be artifacts of measurement error. 57 While individual researchers can hardly match the World Bank's resources, networks of comparative lawyers, such as those assembled for the common core project, could collect equally reliable or even more reliable data.
V.
Conclusion In this short essay, I have argued that we comparative lawyers should try to harness the power of LSQRD for the benefit of comparative law, and to contribute our expertise to improve quantitative comparative legal studies in other fields. Some may wonder whether LSQRD using legal input still belong to the field of comparative law. In my view, this is of secondary importance. What matters is whether such studies can help answer relevant questions, and whether they benefit from the input of researchers with 55 See WOOLDRIDGE, supra note 54. 56 Cf. http://doingbusiness.org/MethodologySurveys/MethodologyNote.aspx. 57 See Spamann, supra note 5. knowledge of the law of different countries and with an appreciation for the difficulties of comparison. I think the answer is yes on both counts.
I do not believe LSQRD should or could "replace comparative law," as suggested by the title of the panel for which these remarks were written. As I said at the beginning, there are major branches of comparative law that are not amenable to LSQRD, and even within the branches that are, LSQRD must be sensibly combined with qualitative methods. I do believe, however, that we comparative lawyers stand to gain from incorporating LSQRD into our arsenal of methods.
